ABSTRACT: Perspectives of principal leadership behavior contribute to how principals and other school leaders understand the role of the principal in an era of significant educational reforms. A Q methodology was used with 30 principals, assistant principals, and other educational administrators working in a variety of roles and different types of districts to ascertain how the perceptions of the school leaders align with reform mandates. Data analysis identified one component that accounted for 41% of the variance observed in the ways that these administrators sorted 21 statements about principal leadership behavior. The quantitative analysis was completed as the first stage of the data analysis; the qualitative data were analyzed to triangulate and cross-check the results of the Q sort. The level of agreement among the participants demonstrates a shared understanding of the role of the principal and suggests that principal leadership aligns with the models of sitebased management and instructional leadership that support educational reform.
The purpose of this investigation is "not the creation of an exhaustive classification scheme" (Valenta & Wigger, 1997, p. 504) . Rather, the focus is to understand the perception that school principals hold about leadership that will lead to further studies employing similar methodologies with additional participants and expanded qualitative and quantitative research techniques. This investigation examined perceptions held by principals and other school leaders concerning the role of the principal in an era of significant educational reform marked by high-stakes testing that measures adequate yearly progress. The varying and sometimes contradictory visions of leadership in general and the principalship in particular make it worthwhile to learn more about how school leaders believe that the concept of leadership can best be operationalized with respect to carrying out the mandates of educational reform.
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
Whereas the relationship between teacher quality and student achievement has been and continues to be a major concern of educational researchers (Darling-Hammond, 2000) , the importance of educational leadership as a component of student success is gaining increasing attention (Leithwood, Louis, Anderson, & Wahlstrom, 2004) . The principal's role has received particular interest in part because of the standards movement. According the Education Commission of the States (2002) , No Child Left Behind (NCLB) "reflects and reinforces a major shift in thinking about the roles and responsibilities of school board members, district superintendents, and principals" (p. 1). The accountability provisions of NCLB highlight this shift in thinking about the roles and responsibilities of school leaders. These provisions require each state to develop a system for identifying "schools needing improvement" as well as "distinguished schools." Depending on the accountability status of the school, NCLB and the policies enacted by state education agencies to support the requirements of the law allow for a shifting of decisions from the central office to the building level or from the building level back to central office, in effect curtailing the principal's autonomy. For example, the law requires that 10% of the funds received by schools be designated for professional development activities identified as priorities by the school in its improvement plan. The decision for how these funds are spent can be made at the district or school level.
In Massachusetts, schools needing improvement may even be empowered to depart from the local curriculum and institute a new curriculum that is relevant to the school's low performance and grounded in scientifically based research (Massachusetts Department of Elementary and Secondary Education, 2007 ). Yet principals of schools who have been given this increased decision-making authority and who have been unable to escape the "needs improvement" designation face consequences that may include the significant decrease of management authority at the school, their personal removal, the takeover of the school by a management company or the state education agency, or the designation of the school as a public charter school. Interestingly, this same level of autonomy is not extended to schools that have met proficiency. Catano and Stronge (2006) pointed out that the expectations for principal behavior that are developed and disseminated from the national and state levels may be at odds with the expectations that central office administrators, teachers, parents, and students have for the principal and that this may lead to a significant amount of role conflict and role overload. The Council of Chief State School Officers (1996) , in the preface to its Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium: Standards for School Leaders, described the notion of schooling itself as a contested ground in which the "renewed struggle to redefine learning and teaching to more successfully challenge and engage all youngsters" must compete for legitimacy with "community-focused and caring-centered conceptions of schooling" (p. 6). The standards have since been renamed The Educational Leadership Policy Standards: ISLLC 2008 as Adopted by the National Policy Board for Educational Administration (Council of Chief State School Officers, 2008) .
So far, attempts to connect principal behavior to student achievement have worked to identify categories of leadership activities provided by the principal that can contribute to student achievement (Leithwood et al., 2004; Walters, Marzano, & McNulty, 2003) . Investigations of principal behavior have typically relied on teachers' or principals' estimates or perceptions of principal behavior, rather than on direct observation. Results of these types of investigations have shown that teachers' perceptions of principal behavior and, to a lesser extent, the principals' perceptions of their own behaviors are predictors of student achievement (Heck & Marcoulides, 1993; O'Donnell & White, 2005) The link between principal leadership and student achievement, in a context of increasing demands for school accountability, has led to an expansion of expectations of principals. The traditional managerial and disciplinary roles of the school principal have been augmented by expectations that the principal is the one to provide instructional leadership, facilitate home-school communication, and act as a change agent. In a study of 4,237 principals and assistant principals in the state of Virginia, principals "identified the most pervasive problems and issues they faced as relating to the expanding expectations of their role as instructional leaders" (DiPaola & Tschannen-Moran, 2003, p. 52) .
RESEARCH QUESTIONS
Given the positive correlations that previous research has established between teachers' and principals' reports of specific types of leadership behavior and student achievement, this study was undertaken to examine the importance of leadership behaviors by those currently serving in school leadership positions. To examine perceptions held by principals and other school leaders concerning the role of the principal in an era of significant educational reform, a Q method and interviews were used to investigate the behaviors that participants as a group found most and least characteristic of effective principals, the attitudes or perceptions of the participants as a group, the clusters of participants within the group who ranked the descriptors of effective principal behavior similarly, the attitudes or perceptions that characterized identified clusters, and the relationship of the findings to demographic and district characteristics.
METHOD Q-SORT PROCEDURE AND THE INSTRUMENT
In this investigation, the participants performed a Q sort to identify perceptions regarding leadership behavior in principals. Brown (1980) developed the Q-sort method based on Stephenson's (1953) tenets about subjectivity. The Q-sort method is a set of procedures, theories, and philosophies supporting the study of personal subjectivity, whereas traditional R methodology (e.g., correlations from surveys employing Likert-type scaling) objectifies and generalizes data derived from a population. Q sorts, according to Brown, make visible, or "operant," underlying philosophic structures by soliciting the subjectivity of the participants that comprise some subjective phenomena that can help further explain the findings from previous investigations. This enables subjectivity to be expressed, and it allows for participants to further express their subjective opinions (Brown, Durning, & Selden, 1999) . In Q methodology, the Q sorts (or participants), not the individual statements, are factor analyzed for intercorrelations. As Militello and Janson (2007) pointed out, "Q methodology emphasizes the qualitative how and why people think the way they do" (p. 417). The procedure engages participants in the active sorting and prioritization of statement cards. By asking stakeholders to rank order the knowledge and skill statements generated from the initial literature review from high to low priority and then to discuss their rationale for ranking the statements as they did, we can learn about the perceived importance of the statements in relation to one another from those in the field.
In this study, the Q sample was taken from the 21 descriptors of principal leadership behavior that Heck and Marcoulides (1993) validated in their investigation of principal behavior and student achievement on the California Assessment Program. These descriptors were chosen as the basis for the Q sample because they designate specific principal behaviors with known effects on student aclhievement. Whereas almost all the behaviors described in the Q sample have an empirically demonstrable positive effect on student achievement, the number of behaviors that a school leader can manifest in a given situation is limited. Q methodology simulates the limitations of human behavior by asking the participants to rank order the statements in a forced distribution where relatively few statements can occupy a very high or very low position.
Each participant was given an identical deck of 21 cards with one statement printed on each card. The participants were asked to decide which statements were most and least characteristic of an effective principal. Neither the term characteristic nor effective was defined for the participants, so how they ranked the behaviors presumably reveals their perceptions of principal effectiveness. The participants' qualitative statements concerning their sorting decisions were analyzed to triangulate and contribute to the validity of the results of the Q sort The participants were instructed to rank the 21 statements from -4 (least characteristic of an effective principal) to +4 (most characteristic of an effective principal) and to arrange them according to the pattern indicated in Figure 1 . The participants assigned an exact number of statements to each column, as represented by the blank cells. Each participant used each statement once and only once. For example, a participant assigned one statement to the +4 column, two statements to the +3 column, three statements to the +1 column, and so on, according to the relative importance of the statement regarding the characteristic of an effective principal. In columns with multiple cells (i.e., -3 to +3), all the statements within the column were treated as having equal weight.
Because the task required participants to make choices based on their evaluation of statements being more or less characteristic of an effective principal, their choices provided a window into their thoughts, ideas, and perceptions of effective principal leadership behavior. The rankings of items do not necessarily reflect the participants' practices and are thus not considered a self-reporting of practices. Furthermore, the participants' actual behaviors are not expected to correspond directly to their Q sorts. All participants were presented with the same set of statements and required to apply the same sorting rules. Each sort was then compared to every other sort to determine whether there were any patterns of interindividual differences in the sorts. In other words, the goal was to determine whether the individual sorts were idiosyncratic or whether the sorts were similar, indicating shared perceptions of principal leadership behavior.
INTERPRETING THE QUANTITATIVE DATA
In addition to the quantitative data gathered through the Q-sort process, qualitative data were gathered through a questionnaire to better scrutinize our findings and further extract additional meaning and insights to the perceptions of the participants. Immediately upon completion of the sort, the participants were administered a questionnaire about how and why they sorted the items. The follow-up questionnaire provided participants with the opportunity to describe their experience while completing the sort, explain what strategies they used to rank the statements, explain why they ranked the statements as they did, describe any particular difficulties with ranking any of the statements, and comment on any issues or thoughts that occurred to them while completing the sort.
PARTICIPANTS
According to Stainton Rogers (1995) , effective Q studies can be conducted with a small number of participants. Brown (1980) stated, "All that is required are enough subjects to establish the existence of a factor for the purposes of comparing one factor with another" (p. 192). The nonrandom sample of participants included individuals with varying levels of education, years of teaching and administrative experience, type of teaching and administrative licenses, and longevity in the curTent position. Detailed demographic information was collected about each participant so that it would be possible to determine whether the sorts varied according to the different types of experiences that these individuals had or to the different functions that these individuals performed in the education reform process.
A sample of 30 principals, assistant principals, and other educational administrators participated in this study. Because individuals enter the principalship through previous teaching and nonteaching experiences and because central office administrators often have licensure or prior experience as school principals, an attempt was made to obtain a sample group that represented this diversity. The sample predominantly comprised principals and assistant principals (n = 22) and elementary-level administrators (z = 19); it also included a small number of central office administrators (n. = 6). Female administrators (n = 17) outnumbered male administrators (n = 13). Table 1 reports detailed characteristics of the participants. The sample included school administrators from different types of school districts who became administrators via multiple career paths. All participants identified as Caucasian. In terms of educational level, 8 participants had obtained master's degrees; 20 reported having obtained at least 30 credit hours beyond the masterfs level; 1 reported having earned a doctoral degree; and 1 was culTently enrolled in a doctoral program. The median number of years of administrative experience was 3.25 years and ranged from less than 1 year to 25 years. The median number of years of teaching experience was 8 years and ranged fLrom 5 to 30 years.
The sample included administrators working in rural (?n = 4), suburban (n = 13), and urban (n. = 12) districts; 1 administrator worked in an educational collaborative and served a variety of district types. The participants held leadership positions at different levels of their districts, including preschool (n = 1), elementary (n = 8), middle school (i = 10), secondary (n = 4), and central office (n. = 7) positions. Several participants had prior experience in several leadership roles (e.g., as an assistant principal and as a principal, as a principal and as a central office administrator). Two participants reported administrative experience in special education only; 4 reported administrative experience in special education and general education; and 24 reported administrative experience in general education only. Four participants reported teaching experience in special education only; 8 reported teaching experience in special education and general education; and 18 reported teaching experience in general education only. Note. Percentages may not add to 100 because of rounding or because of multiple responses to one question. n = 29 (1 response was inconclusive).
DATA ANALYSIS
The quantitative and qualitative methods employed in this study were gathered at the same time but analyzed at different stages of the process. Once the statements had been sorted by all the participants, the data were analyzed with the PQMethod software program (Sclumolck, 2002) , which utilizes factor analysis to identify underlying groups of participants who respond in a similar manner. (Note that although factor analysis is often performed on the stimuli, in this case it was performed on the paiticipants' responses, to cluster respondents into groups.) The quantitative analysis was completed as the first stage of the data analysis; the qualitative data were analyzed to triangulate and cross-check the results of the Q sort. The analysis of correlations was used to identify which participants sorted the statements similarly but not to explain how their sorting behavior could best be characterized. From the sorts, it was possible to identify which statements were ranked positively, neutrally, and negatively. The qualitative dataprovided the labels for the perceptions revealed by the sorting behaviors, which were compared to the sthtements of the participants about why they sorted the way they did. This ensured that labels applied to the perceptions were grounded in not only the correlations among the sorts but also the participants' statements about the sorts. Because the Q-sort technique is exploratory and represents individual perceptual subjectivity about the principalship, the qualitative data aided interpretation. After working labels or characterizations were developed for the perspectives based on the overall ranking of the statements and what the ranking suggested about the perspectives of those who ranked the statements similarly, the qualitative data were then used to substantiate or refute the principal labels or characterizations. Each working label chosen from one of the established theoretical or conceptual models of educational leadership (e.g., instructional leadership, transformational leadership) was referenced to well-known conceptions of educational leadership. The working labels facilitated the process of content analysis by providing a framework to which the qualitative statements of the participants could be compared.
Each model of principal leadership has embedded within it a constellation of key concepts and value propositions that were identified and compared to the statements of the participants to determine whether their statements were consistent with the model used for the working label. When participants' statements did not fit the working label, the label was rejected. This process continued until only those labels that were consistent with the content of the participants' statements remained. The final interpretations of our data were compared to the literature, providing additional assurances that the patterns within the sorts and the qualitative feedback statements (as provided by the participants explaining why they sorted the statements ýs they did) were indeed valid representations.
RESULTS

PARTICIPANT PERCEPTIONS
The data were initially rank ordered by level of importance. The means were transformed to z scores that ranged from -3.37 to 2.17. The statement that emerged with the highest ranking (z = 2.17) was Statement 2, "An effective principal holds high expectations for staff performance." Statement 21, "An effective principal leaves teachers alone to teach," emerged with the lowest ranking (z = -3.37). In fact, with a z score of -2.49, the pattern of responses to Statement 21 showed the greatest overall deviation from the mean, meaning that the participants were more unified in their disagreement with this statement than they were in their disagreement or agreement with any other statement. Table 2 summarizes the rankings and standardized values for the statements based on all the sorts. Participants' qualitative responses are consistent with the notion of instructional leadership as collectivization of teaching practice; that is, the participants explained that they viewed effective principal leadership as requiring engagement with teachers to promote cohesive delivery of curriculum and instruction. The participants spoke of several potential purposes for the principal's engagement with faculty, including monitoring the delivery of curriculum, improving instructional strategies, and motivating the teaching staff. Also, the participants' strong aversion to the statement concerning leaving teachers alone to teach is consistent with the view of principal as instructional leader. Table 3 surnmarizes some of the participants' explanations for ranking this statement.
The two labels that best described the participants' perceptions were instructional leadeshitp and site-based management. The themes emphasized in the model of instructional leadership include an emphasis on the principal's articulating and communicating goals, coordinating and supervising curriculum and instruction, holding and communicating high standards, providing professional development for teachers, maintaining high visibility, and motivating staff (Hallinger, 2007; O'Donnell & White, 2005; Sheppard, 1996) . The themes emphasized in the model of site-based management include involving teachers and other school stakeholders in Table 3 . Reasons Given for the Lowest Ranking: Statement 21-"An Effective Principal Leaves Teachers Alone to Teach" Number twenty-one was the card that discouraged a communal effort. Education is a global issue that takes a community of determined citizens supporting students [and] each other.
Teachers don't need to be left alone. We want to create an atmosphere of collegiality where teachers share ideas-mentor each other-and take risks together, I don't think teachers should be left alone. It's important that we work as a team. Teachers can have a say in how they teach, but shouldn't be left alone, Leaving teachers alone to teach-it takes a "team" to address the diverse needs of students in an inclusive classroom.
To be an effective principal, supervision requires working together actively.
You need to be in regular contact with staff to assist and encourage. In order to improve student learning [and] instructional strategies, an effective principal needs to be an active participant in the learning process and can't leave teachers "alone" to deliver curriculum. Sharing practices and improving instruction as it relates to instructional goals is the key to success.
You need to know what your teachers are doing regarding instruction, I think the principal needs to be involved with the teacher in the curriculum [and] monitor the teachers' methods of teaching.
The effective principal, as coach cannot coach if he or she does not know what is happening in classrooms. Why would you EVER leave teachers alone! school governance and providing accountability for teachers concerning their implementation of school goals to improve student learning (Hansen & Roza, 2005; Tanner & Stone, 1998) . These themes were consistent with the way in which the participants completed their sorts and gave qualitative descriptions of them.
PARTICIPANT SORTING BEHAVIORS
The PQMethod employs factor analysis, and it was used to identify participants who sorted the cards in a similar manner, which is in keeping with participants, rather than items, having the status of variables. The factor analysis helped to determine whether there were any subgroups of participants who had distinctive ways of sorting the statements that distinguished their sorts from the sorts of the group as a whole. The correlation matrix among the participants, which was the basis for the factor analysis, is reported in Figure 3 .
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The first step in performing the factdr analysis was to plot the factor loadings (see Table 4 ) to determine the number of underlying dimensions. The factor loading data on the scree plot shown in Figure 4 illustrate a one-factor solution. The first factor accounted for 41% of the variance, an amount more than 3.4 times greater than the next-greatest eigenvalue. An "elbow" occurred after the first principal component, indicating that a single-component, or one-factor, solution was the most appropriate for this data set.
To determine factor membership in Q methodology, two conditions must be met (Schrmolck, 2002) : (1) a 2 > h 2 /2 (factor explains more than half the common variance) and (2) a significant factor loading by participants (p < .01) in excess of .563 or a significant factor loading by participants (p < .05) in excess of .428. The value forp < .01 is calculated by ± 2.58 times the standard error, and the value forp < .05 is calculated by ± 1.96 times the standard error. In Q methodology, the standard error is 1 divided by the square root of n, where n is the number of statements in the Q sample, which in this case is , or .22. For this study, we chose to use the p < .01 level. However, because there is only one factor in this case, a 2 will always be greater than h 2 /2, thus always meeting this particular condition for factor membership. Loadings that met the second condition with a loading in excess of .563 and therefore represented ± 2.58 standard errors, which corresponds to The pattern of responses reveals a common perspective on principal leadership behavior that is shared by 20 of the 30 participants. The 20 participant sorts composing Factor A were examined with district characteristics and professional and personal background information. Table 6 shows the demographic and professional characteristics of the participants whose sorts were defined by Factor A. A descriptive analysis shows that the participants Note. Because there was only a one-factor solution, membership to Factor A must meet one condition: The Factor A value needed to exceed .563, which is equivalent to p < .01, as calculated by ;L 2.58 times the standard error (indicated by parentheses), The lesser value, .428, which is equivalent to p < .05, as calculated by ± 1.96 times the standard error, was not used to determine membership (indicated by asterisks). Note. n = 29 (1 response was inconclusive).
in high agreement with Factor A accounted for more than 70% of the male participants and 100% of the participants currently working at either the secondary level or the district level in central office. Table 7 represents the rank order scores (normalized) associated with the sorts identified as belonging to Factor A, as compared to the rank order for nonmembers of Factor A and the overall rankdng for all participants. This table shows which statements were consistently assigned aboveaverage (z scores greater than 1), average (z scores between 1 and -1), or below-average (z scores less than 1) ranIdngs among the sorts identified as belonging to Factor A-
The Factor A sorts emphasized principal leadership behaviors such as holding high expectations for staff performance, communicating instructional goals, developing school goals, and systematically observing teach- ers' instructional methods. The Factor A perspective also emphasized elements of site-based management and instructional leadership.
Based on the emphasis on goal setting in this perspective on principal leadership behavior, it is relevant to examine the qualitative responses in relation to the Q-sort data to learn how these participants believe that the principal can identify appropriate goals to facilitate a process leading to the selection of appropriate goals. One participant cited a student-centered rationale for goal setting, claiming, "All things when considered must first take that into account the impact it has on the kids."
Four of the Factor A participants commented directly on their reasons for selecting Statement 8 as their highest-rated statement. They viewed goal setting as the most important principal leadership behavior because developing school goals clarifies the desired outcomes of instruction and leads to a plan of action. A participant who gave a +3 rating to Statements 3 and 8, both of which deal with goals, expressed the view that goal setting need not be a unilateral exercise on the part of the principal: "The principal must involve staff in determining school goals." (8) -0.026 (13) 0.697 (6) 0.697 (6) -0.392 (16) -0.095 (15) 0.994 (3) 0,796 (5) - 0.788 (18) 0.103 (9) 1,489 (2) Three participants discussed the importance of data or educational research as driving the decision-making process even though items related to these comments were not highly ranked within Factor A-Cormuents representative of this viewpoint included "Decision-making should be grounded in data supporting a given decision. This provides direction and support for one's decisions" and "Data supports all effective schools have staffs that collaborate on a regular basis." One participant described a tension between evidence-based educational decision making and "outside pressures," explaining, "Public education has always responded to outside pressures: we should hear these perceptions and balance it with experience & research."
A few Factor A participants described a tension between implementing best practices and facilitating participatory decision making. This principal gave a negative rating to the Statement 18, "An effective principal involves staff in critical instructional decisions," even though this statement was ranked 7th (z = 0.646) within Factor A. This principal explained, "I had difficulty placing it due to the fact that their participation as critical for 'buy-in' but [the decision] must be scientifically based and researched." A special education administrator, also referring to Statement 18 (assigning it a neutral rating of 0), wondered, "At what point should you limit staff involvement?" One assistant principal wrote, "I feel that staff should definitely have input in critical decisions it can't always be by consensus-the principal has to step in & make the decision."
Even though Statement 21, "An effective principal leaves teachers alone to teach," received the lowest rating (z = -2.424) witlhin Factor A, some of the participants' reactions to it suggest further misgivings about whether teachers are truly capable of participating in the decision-making process. The following statement from a principal describes a view of teachers as workers who need to be closely monitored to ensure that they remain focused on serving student needs: "If you leave them alone they're likely to do whatever they please and that may not meet the needs of students."
In explaining the relatively low ratings given to statements that could be seen as describing a "bridging" role of principals, respondents differed regarding whether these principal leadership behaviors were truly unimportant or just not as important as other behaviors in the Q sort. One participant responded simply, "Parents have their own pros & cons." One superintendent seemed to indicate that the boundary between school and community was necessarily permeable and, therefore, principals should not waste time trying to buffer the school from outside influences. This participant wrote, "Not the role of the principal to protect faculty from outside pressures-impossible!" Within Factor A, Statement 19, "An effective principal involves parents in the school program," was tied for 18th (z = -1.189). An assistant superintendent who acknowledged the importance of involving parents in the school program wrote, "This is important however I had difficulty fitting it in earlier." A special education administrator questioned the importance of Statement 5, "An effective principal reports academic progress to the community," by questioning, "How much time/emphasis does a principal need or should spend on this area [community] ?" An assistant principal described a hierarchy of professional commitments, in which parents and community occupied the lowest level: "The first commitment was to instruction, second to students, and then to parents and community." Only one participant offered any commentary that suggested that the involvement of parents might have a limited or negative influence on the principal's ability to function effectively: "Most parents are looking at the big picture. As it should be their student is the most important in the school."
DISTINGUISHING AND CONSENSUS STATEMENTS
A useful method for better understanding the groups, rather than making concrete decisions, is to examine items that created consensus and distinction between Factor A member and nonmember sorts. For our purposes, we selected what we considered acceptable ranges for identifying consensus and distinguishing items. Items that were within 3 or less ranking points between the two groups were considered consensus items, whereas items that had a ranking difference of 6 points or more were considered distinguishing items. Table 8 shows nine consensus items and five distinguishing items. Statement 2, "An effective principal holds high expectations for staff performance," is a consensus statement that received highly positive ratings and was ranked 1st by both groups. Likewise, Statement 10, "An effective principal engages teachers in formal and informal discussions," was ranked 3rd by both groups, demonstrating agreement. Statements considered to be consensus items did not necessarily mean that the select items were ranked high. For example, Statement 20, "An effective principal protects faculty from outside pressures," and Statement 21, "An effective principal leaves teachers alone to teach," received the lowest rankings by both groups.
Some items were ranked much higher in Factor A sorts than in nonmember sorts. Those statements that were ranked much higher in the Factor A sorts and therefore more distinguished the perceptions of the participants in this group from nonmembers included Statement 12, "An effective principal systematically observes teachers' instructional methods," and Statement 1,
(-0 U30)0) 0 0) 0 0.00 :: "An effective principal communicates instructional goals." Factor A members ranked the former 4th, whereas nonmembers ranked it 18th. The latter was ranked 2nd by Factor A members and lth by nonmembers. The rankings associated with the other distinguishing statements were not as extreme; one group ranked the item either high or low, and the other group ranked the item more neutrally. Examples include Statement 8, "An effective principal develops school goals," Statement 11, "An effective principal ensures systematic monitoring of student progress," and Statement 17, "An effective principal evaluates the curricular program." Factor A members' distinguishing statements were ranked higher for Statement 1, "An effective principal communicates instructional goals," Statement 8, "An effective principal develops school goals," and Statement 12, "An effective principal systematically observes teachers' instructional methods."
Only for Statement 11, "An effective principal ensures systematic monitoring of student progress," and Statement 19, "An effective principal involves parents in school programs," did Factor A members rank the items lower.
SUMMARY
In summary, this study examined perceptions held by principals and other school leaders concerning the role of the principal. The results of this investigation show that half the individuals who attempted this task tended to evaluate and sort the Q items in a similar way. Moreover, those individuals who produced these similar types of sorts tended to have more years of experience in educational administration, to be male, to have attained higher levels of education, and to have shifted from secondary teaching to elementary principalships. Their perspectivethrough its emphasis on principal leadership behaviors such as holding high expectations for staff performance, communicating instructional goals, developing school goals, and systematically observing teachers' instructional methods-emphasized elements of site-based management and instructional leadership.
DISCUSSION
Based on the data collected in this study, it is reasonable to explain the level of agreement observed among the participants' perceptions as an outcome of the alignment with recent educational reform movements. The most recent educational reform, NCLB, ushered in the era of accountability for student and teacher performance alike. Expectations for student achievement and teacher performance are higher now than they were at any other time in history, and scientific research and public policy have become potent influences on the practices of educational leaders. This standards reform-conscious era has given rise to national standards that have permeated state and local policies, thereby contributing to our understanding of why there may not have been much differentiation in the Q-sort analysis.
One way to ensure that educational outcomes are met is through the adoption of professional standards for administrators, in addition to those for teachers and students (Boscardin, McCarthy, & Delgado, 2009) . As part of the national effort to reforin education, state and national standards for school leaders have been revised. The new educational leadership policy standards (Council of Chief State School Officers, 2008) for leadership preparation programs, developed for the National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education, are emblematic of thepush to extend uniformity to leadership training. With the design of a framework that is intended to serve as broad national policy standards that states use as a model for developing their own standards, a level of uniformity is introduced that contributes little to the diversification of approaches to leadership. Camburn, Rowan, and Taylor (2003) studied the process of leadership activation and found it to include the shaping of the principal's role "thurough evaluation or other social control processes" (p. 350). Clearly, state licensure standards and principal preparation programs provide important social control process for activating notions of leadership in those who have experienced those processes. The conform-ity of the participants' perceptions to leadership practices emphasized in the instrLctional leadership model is perhaps influenced by the fact that each participant holds current administrative licensure in Massachusetts, a state that lists the ability to review, evaluate, and revise instructional programs among the required competencies for all administrators (Massachusetts Regulations for Educator Licensure and Preparation Program Approval, 2009).
Whereas Catano and Stronge (2006) described conflict as existing between expectations for principal behavior disseminated from the national and state levels and the expectations that local constituencies have for principals, the data gathered in this study suggest that the participants conform to "official" views of effective principal leadership behavior. The single-component solution to the Q sorts suggests that one primary perspective of principal leadership behavior is shared by many participants. This perspective is marked by high agreement with statements describing an effective principal as holding high expectations for staff performance, communicating instructional goals, developing school goals, and systematically observing teachers' instructional methods.
Even an item consensus and distinction analysis was performed between Factor A member sorts and nonmember sorts, only one item evoked responses at the extremes, "An effective principal systematically observes teachers' instructional methods," whereas "An effective principal holds high expectations for staff performance" was the statement ranked the highest by both groups. Given the fact that many of the Factor A members came from secondary backgrounds, this paradox may reflect the autonomy given to secondary teachers that is accompanied by high expectations.
The highly ranked statements by Factor A members for the most part paralleled descriptors of effective principal leadership found in the models of site-based management and instructional leadership and incorporated into the standards for school leaders (Council of Chief State School Officers, 2008). Even though distributed leadership (Gronn, 2002; Spillane, Halverson & Diamond, 2001 ) has been promoted in the research literature for almost a decade, instructional leadership appears to continues to be a major concern of participants in our study. Hallinger (2007) described a "new and unprecedented global commitment among government agencies towards training principals to be instructional leaders" (p. 3). One challenge that could arise from such a commitment to this perspective on leadership is confronting the limitations that are inherent within the perspective. In other words, the leadership behaviors characteristic of the instructional leadership and site-based perceptions may be the ones best suited to the current challenges in public education, but they may not be the most effective for the dealing with future challenges. With time, research-findings may indicate a shifting in approaches to leadership to meet the daunting educational demands we face as a nation.
Leadership behaviors are shaped by factors that direct attention and restrict the consideration of alternatives (Simon, 1997) . The data gathered in this study reveal a pattern of responses among many of the individuals in this group suggestive of a shared perspective concerning principal leadership behavior. Performance improvement mapping, management by objectives, data based decision making, and strategic planning are some of the strategies implemented that may help to direct the attention of school leaders so that certain leadership behaviors are more likely to be assigned a higher value when placed in the context of a forced choice. The descriptors are in keeping with current national educational reform initiatives and are similar to those of Bredeson and Kose's (2007) study of superintendents' instructional leadership, in which the participants rated state curriculumnl/testing mandates as the most influential factor contributing to their involvement in curriculum and instruction. Leithwood and colleagues (2004) wrote, "One of the hallmarks of districts that have succeeded in moving from low to high performing is an intensive long-term investment in developing instructional leadership capacity at the school and district levels" (p. 43). The results of this study show that many school administrators believe that the appropriate venue for the principal to exercise instructional leadership is at the level of the individual school rather than at the level of the district. This viewpoint presents itself in the high ranldngs that the participants gave to statements having to do with working with teachers and other staff members around instructional goals, as compared to statements involving districtwide issues, such as evaluating the curricular program or reporting results to the community.
The idea that the school unit is the organizational level at which principal leadership functions is a common feature of site-based management models (Hansen & Roza, 2005; Tanner & Stone, 1998) . This conception of the role of the principal is further supported by approaches that emphasize comprehensive school reform rather than classroom-level or districtwide interventions, as well as by NCLB, which provides accountability at the school level, including potential sanctions for the principal of any school failing to make adequate yearly progress (Vernez, Karam, Mariano, & DeMartini, 2006) . This conception of the role of the principal may have benefits for the effectiveness of individual schools, but even within the comprehensive school reform community, there is a growing recognition that the activity of "heroic principals" may result in "isolated islands of excellence" that can ultimately impede the development of high-performing school districts (Togneri & Anderson, 2003) .
LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH
One of the main limitations of this study comes from the sampling method and size, both of which limit the generalizability of the findings. The sample was neither randomly selected nor overly large, so there is no way of knowing whether the perceptions revealed by these participants' Q sorts represent school administrators in general; it is also difficult to use of Q sorts for analyzing the relationships among other variables. Because the connection between organizational structure, culture, and policy and perceptions of effective leadership behavior was emphasized in the discussion, it is important to point out that all the participants, though from many different school districts, operated within the context of public education and within the framework of the same state educational authority. The results might have been very different if this study was carried out in a different state or with principals of nonpublic schools.
As stated in the Method section, whereas the participants' choices provide a window into their thoughts, ideas, and perceptions of effective principal leadership behavior, the rankings of items are relative only to the statements in the sort. Because of the forced nature of the sort, the purpose was not to assess the overall importance of any one item on its own merit. Furthermore, the rankings do not necessarily reflect the participants' own practices, nor do they directly correspond to the Q sorts. The rankings are not considered to be self-reports. In addition, the statements selected for the participants to sort represent instructional and site-based leadership practices (Heck & Marcoulides, 1993) .
Future research could offer an alternative view by using statements reflecting other approaches to leadership, such as distributed leadership (Gronn, 2002; Spillane et al., 2001) , as well as by using alternate methods to gain a better understanding of how principals are constructing meaning around the term effectiveness. Future research in this area would also do well to repeat this procedure in a variety of state or national jurisdictions to determine whether results obtained from principals working under different policy initiatives differ from those found in this study. In addition, it may be useful to expand the demographic variables used to distinguish sorts to include measures of school performance, poverty, and diversity. Researchers may wish to investigate the connection among administrators' observable actions, the outcomes of those actions, and the relationship of those actions to important policy questions and reform efforts as part of future research, further isolating the link between leadership practices and student outcomes.
CONCLUSION
The findings from this study reveal that the participants placed a high value on descriptors of principal leadership behavior that correspond to the types of professional activities that have been described in the literature on instructional leadership and site-based management. When asked to discriminate among a number of factually legitimate principal leadership behaviors, all participants showed a strong preference for the principal's holding expectations; they also gave high rankings to developing school goals and communicating instructional goals. Furthermore, they showed a strong aversion to the principal's leaving teachers alone to teach.
Implementing the priorities of educational policymakers seems to be central to the role of principal leadership. However, the concept of leadership is flexible enough to include Simon's (1997) description of leadership as "taking an existing set of institutions as one alternative and comparing it with other sets" (p. 111). This type of leadeislip behavior is not at all common, but it is at least possible and perhaps necessary for realizing the aspirations of education reform that lead to positive educational outcomes for students.
